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Echo, not quotation: what conversation analysis reveals about
classroom responses to heard poetry
John Gordon*
School of Education and Lifelong Learning, University of East Anglia, Norwich, UK
This article applies conversation analysis to classroom talk-in-interaction where
pupils respond to poetry they have heard. The phenomenon of repeating in dis-
cussion details from the poem, including patterns of delivery, is considered and
named echo to distinguish it from quotation in writing. The phenomenon is sig-
niﬁcant to the pedagogy of literary study given the existing tacit and unexamined
assumption that when pupils repeat textual details verbally this has equivalence
with quotation in writing. Three episodes drawn from a single sequence of class-
room interaction are presented together with a transcript of the stimulus heard
poem. Each is accompanied by an interpretive commentary. It appears that echo
in classroom discussions of poetry performs actions distinct from quotation in
writing, for example that the acts of presenting and analysing textual detail occur
simultaneously. The innovation of the research lies in the inclusion of the tran-
script-rendered poem as a turn in the sequence of interaction: as a verbally ori-
ented method, conversation analysis provides an apt means of rendering response
to poetry presented in the oral mode. More broadly, the discussion is consistent
with the emergent popularity of conversation analysis as a method for consider-
ing classroom interactions with a view to reﬂecting on subtle aspects of learning.
Keywords: conversation analysis; classroom interaction; poetry education; echo
1. Introduction
This article presents extracts of transcripts drawn from an extended group interaction
in a primary classroom setting, with the teacher present and involved in the conversa-
tion. Having twice listened to a performance of a poem from a CD audio recording,
read by the authoring poet, a small group of 10 male pupils (aged 9 and 10) respond
to what they have heard, with prompts from their female teacher. The pedagogic
focus is on pupils offering and elaborating response, exploring what the poem is
‘about’. Entitled Men Talk (in print Lochhead 1985; audio recording Aldeburgh
Poetry Trust, 2003), the poem pays overt attention to relationships between gender
and communication, hence the relevance here of speciﬁc detail about pupil and tea-
cher gender. Digital video footage shows participants arranged in a group work situa-
tion (Kyriacou 1991, 41–43) for group talk (Sage 2000, 23, 37; DfEE 2001, 51–64),
around a number of desks pushed together to form a rectangle.
Three episodes drawn from the single sequence of interaction in response to the
poem are presented, each with the common characteristic of an occurrence of echo,
which is to say repetition of details from the heard poem.
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1.1. Noticing echo in classroom responses to heard poetry
A ‘noticing’ arising from ‘unmotivated looking’ (Psathas 1995), a process of
preparing transcripts of the recorded interaction and reﬂecting on them for some
time, is that at several junctures various pupils repeat phrases from the poem they
have just heard. Common sense suggests that the repetition of phrases from the text
under consideration has a corollary on the page, in situations where pupils are asked
to respond to poems read in print through writing.
In written responses to literature, conventionally pupils are guided to provide
direct quotation of the source text, through verbatim copying of words, phrases,
lines or stanzas, around which they provide elaborating and analytical comment. In
this mode, and through the inherent linearity of the traditional critical essay, the
actions of quoting and analysing are distinct. Quotations – the items copied from
the source text – tend to be marked either spatially via isolation on the page, or
through the use of speech marks or inverted commas, and are overtly marked as
distinct from sequences of writing designed to articulate analysis.
In the transcripts of interactions considered here, participants repeat words,
phrases and lines from the poem they have heard. They do so in the public arena
of a classroom setting and through oral communication, therefore with intersubjec-
tivity and modality distinct from the deployment of quotations in the written mode.
Where there is a word-to-word correlation with the heard text, their repetition of
details could be considered akin to quotation in writing. However, quotation in the
oral mode additionally affords replication of aspects of delivery perceived in the
source text, and may be more accurately considered and termed as echo. The possi-
bility that a distinction could be necessary is important to the literary pedagogy of
poetry, where poetry itself is understood to make meaning through resources
beyond semantics alone: this contributes to its status as poetry. These resources can
include volume, intonation, pace and silences when poems are encountered aurally,
but equally graphological features when encountered on the page. Pupils do repeat
details of poems in classroom discussion, but as they do so they have at their dis-
posal resources of sound not available to them when they write about poetry. In
the endeavour of supporting pupil learning around poetry, it is important to con-
sider what their responses to texts tell us about their engagement and understand-
ing, and this includes gauging their sensitivity to the play of sound in poems.
Conventionally this is done through recourse to an analytic metalanguage describ-
ing features such as alliteration, rhyme and metre. When pupils talk about poetry
they have heard, however, they may convey response in sound itself, with the pos-
sibility that some aspect of their understanding of texts could be revealed if we
were in the habit of attending to it.
Conversation analysis (see appendix for transcription glossary) affords attention
to the aspects of delivery inherent in the poem-as-study-text encountered by pupils.
When pupil turns are juxtaposed with extracts from the source text, we can see
some parallels in patterning as well as obvious repetition of what are recognisably
the same words in the same sequence. This pupil turn illustrates the point.
Luke =women >rabbit rabbit rabbit<(.) whatever=
echoing as it does the rapid utterance of the repeated word by the poet:
Lochhead > rabbit rabbit rabbit < women ta:ttle and titter
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Here, there is also a direct parallel of the salient aspect of delivery, the pupil
adopting rapid pace. In other instances of echo, however, the parallel is less
evidently pure; for example, a pupil may not replicate intonation exactly. The echo
lies in mimicking the patterning of poetry; for example, where words or phrases
become marked as salient – relative to surrounding details – through variation in
aspects of delivery. Pupils’ echoes tend to reﬂect this marking, although speciﬁc
aspects of delivery may differ. In this regard the term echo is especially appropriate,
given the tendency of naturally occurring echoes to diminish. Where they diminish
in volume, these echoes diminish in precision as might be anticipated where the
capacity of memory is insufﬁcient. Crucially, however, the way poems direct
attention through patterning and marked salience is recalled and replicated, as the
examples below will illustrate.
1.2. Echo as a distinct form of repetition
Johnstone (1987, 207–10) outlines four approaches to repetition, comprising repeti-
tion as a discourse-cohesive devise, repetition as a rhetorical device, the study of the
semantic effects of repetition and repetition in language learning, linguistic socialisa-
tion, and language teaching. The second and third categories, although relevant to
poetry per se (where repetition occurs within the poem), do not account for quotation
as an activity in literary study. Although repetition as ‘reiteration’ (Halliday and
Hasan 1976), presented in the ﬁrst category, may have a bearing on the cohesion of
the discussions represented here, quotations may be presented for reasons beyond
discourse-cohesion; indeed, their presentation rather assumes that the discourse is
cohesive through other means. As for the ﬁnal category, these participants are ﬁrst-
language speakers and the pedagogic focus is not one of learning how to use particu-
lar language structures, not even of how to present textual detail in interaction. Pupils
here choose to repeat textual detail, they are not guided to do so as a focus for learn-
ing. Johnstone’s categories cannot fully accommodate what echo does here during
interaction. A conversation analysis (CA) approach, however, supports attention to
this unique form of repetition with a classroom setting.
1.3. Echo as the candidate phenomenon
Two related observations, then, inform the candidate phenomenon (Seedhouse 2004,
39) for discussion here. The ﬁrst observation is of the apparently similar functions
of quotation in print and repetition of words and phrases verbally. The second
observation is that verbal repetition may be packaged with information beyond the
morphological and semantic, that intonation is part of the utterance. As such, these
supposed quotations may be better termed echoes in order to distinguish them from
their approximate counterparts in print. They inform the candidate phenomenon,
that pupils use echoes in articulating their responses to the poem just heard, and
that these may perform actions distinct from quotations in print.
CA supports attention to what the participants understand the use of echo to
achieve, through consideration of its deployment within a sequence of interaction,
but also to the possible import of aspects of delivery and their relationship with the
source text. It is consistent with acknowledgement of the possibility that the ‘poetic
event’ (Rosenblatt 1978) of classroom literary study may differ from solitary
response to literature focused on the page.
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The proposed characteristics of echo, then, are these:
(a) echo is an utterance by a pupil or teacher that in some manner repeats a part
of the poem-as-study-text recently heard;
(b) this repetition as a characteristic has to be understood according to the details
in section 1.2, and as a distinctive form of repetition relevant to literary
study;
(c) it is not necessarily exact, pure repetition of every element: syntactic details
may vary, or aspects of delivery may be altered in some way, although it will
be possible to trace the echo to a parallel item in the source text. Crucially,
what could be called differentiated emphasis is apparent: the repetition
reﬂects the salience of the item marked through deployment of aspects of
delivery, whether or not these are repeated perfectly;
(d) across the interaction, echo will serve a function other than merely mimick-
ing the source text. It will be methodic and serve two or more functions (that
is, it exists in fact as a repetition, ostensibly a recollection for its own sake,
but it does something else);
(e) the additional functions can be considered analytic. Because the deployment
of echo is methodic, it functions to express a pupil’s position relative to the
source text, and is thus more than a simple recollection of the poem shared
for its own sake.
1.4. Adopting a ‘conversation analytic mentality’
CA is recognised as an emergent analytical tool in education (Melander and
Sahlström 2008, 3; Sahlström 2009, 106), working from ‘the assumption that learn-
ing is constituted in interaction between people, and between people and the
environment in which they are situated’ (Sahlström 2009, 103). This position is apt
as a basis for reﬂection upon a classroom-based, institutional (Drew and Heritage
1992) interaction between pupils and their teacher in response to a heard poem. CA
concerns the embodiment of human sociality (Schegloff 1996, 162): ‘action, activity
and conduct in interaction – as effectuated through the deployment of language and
the body’. Listening to a poem in a classroom in the presence of others inevitably
constitutes an interaction of sorts, even at the level of one pupil hearing the voice
(although recorded) of the poet. Develop this with responses to the poem shared by
pupils or elicited by the teacher, and one ﬁnds a situation where multiple partici-
pants work through a course of action together, akin to what Goodwin (2000),
Goodwin (2006) has termed the ‘primordial site’ for the study of human sociality,
‘setting a research agenda with an explicit focus on embodied social action in itself
(rather than an expression of the individual mind or as an expression of external
determining structures)’ (Sahlström 2009, 104). The import of this stance for the
current study is that the repetition of details from the heard poem by pupils is
enacted and acted upon socially. As a commonplace convention of classroom inter-
actions in the discipline of literary study, the action of repetition of text in talk thus
merits consideration as a phenomenon distinct from quoting the text in writing. The
process of sharing and considering repeated textual detail in the classroom is a
‘public and social process’, it is ‘socially distributed’ (Melander and Sahlström
2008, 2). This accords with a ‘participationist’ (Sfard 1998; Sfard and Lavie 2005;
for overview see Chaikilin and Lave 1993; Rogoff 2003) view of learning.
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Sahlström (2009, 106) identiﬁes two broad groups in the body of studies where
CA and participationist theories of learning meet. On the one hand, these may argue
that someone has learned something (e.g. Wootton 1997; Martin 2004; Nishizaka
2006; Emanuelsson and Sahlström 2008), or conversely they may argue in principle
for the relationship between interaction and learning (e.g. Sahlström 1999, 2002;
Tholander 2002; Macbeth 2004; Cekaite 2006). The current study is problematic in
that although it concerns a classroom interaction, the pedagogic focus is not one of
learning ‘something’, as there is no ‘content knowledge’ (Shulman 1987) to be
assimilated as a result of the activity. However, the attention here to pupils’ repeti-
tion of details heard in the poem is not strictly an issue of the relationship between
interaction and learning either: it is about the possible function of that repetition in
interaction (which may or may not bring about learning), and the degree to which
the fact that the repetition is made in interaction may distinguish it from the func-
tion of quotation in writing. It has a relevance, of course, to how understandings of
texts are developed in interaction, but interaction is not the only focus of attention.
Because repetition is at the heart of this, so too are aspects of delivery: how the
modality of the heard poem is re-presented by pupils.
In response to the particular problem of listening to poetry in the classroom, I
chose to treat the voiced performance of the poem as the ﬁrst turn in each extended
interaction, and by implication to regard the voice as a participant and as a likely
origin of content, of the topics to which listeners might orientate.
From the perspective of a teacher involved in a small group interaction, what
pupils say constitutes the information by which their understanding and their cogni-
tion might be inferred. It is the means by which the teacher gauges the development
of thought, of learning: cognition, then, as far as it is accessible to the teacher here,
is a public and social process, similar to that described in a study of peer group oral
assessments in a secondary school (Gan, Davison, and Hamp-Lyons 2008).
Although there exists a substantial research literature concerning classroom interac-
tion (for example, Flanders 1970; Galton, Simon, and Croll 1980; Edwards and
Mercer 1987; Barnes 1992), there is little research concerning pupils’ verbal
response to poetry speciﬁcally (but see Benton, M. et al. 1988), and none to my
knowledge using CA-informed approaches to consider pupils’ discussions of poetry.
I consider the approach here representative of a‘conversation analytic mentality’ in
acknowledgement of interests beyond ‘ﬁne-grained’ detail of talk-in-interaction
alone. There exist studies of repetition generally (Johnstone 1987, as above), repeti-
tion in children’s discourse (Keenan 1977), and in institutional settings where ideas
are explored or presented (for example, the talk of physicists, Gonzales 1995).
Clayman’s study (1990) of the presentation of quotations in newspaper journalism
has some close parallels. This does employ a CA approach to consider the presenta-
tion of quotations in interaction (through sharing with readers the question posed
by interviewers) as opposed to in isolation, exploring how this may shape the rela-
tionship of the reader with the quotation, and therefore the reader’s interpretation.
Nevertheless, it concerns quotations presented on the page, and responses to infor-
mation conveyed in print. Of some relevance to the transformation of quotation to
echo in this study is a case study of ‘semantically redundant language’ – where ‘in
ritualized speech events, non-verbal elements of communication are more important
than linguistic meaning’ (Rizza 2009). The activity of listening to a poem in a
classroom setting is a public experience, becoming also a social one in the event of
responsive discussion. The attention CA pays to the architecture of interaction as
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sequence is relevant here, but so too is the role of intonation and emphasis, to a
degree beyond that of much CA study.
1.5. Repetition of textual details in writing, as distinct from echo in
talk-in-interaction
I have already alluded to the use of repetition of textual detail in literary study,
more commonly referred to as quotation. An example drawn from a real instance of
pupil response to poetry (a young adult of 16, writing in an examination setting)
serves to illustrate how quotation can operate on the page. Here a pupil is com-
menting on the poem Two Scavengers in a Truck by Lawrence Ferlinghetti:
In ‘Two Scavengers’ the poor garbagemen are described as wearing ‘red plastic blaz-
ers’ and in a ‘yellow garbage truck’ whereas the rich are in a ‘hip three-piece linen
suit’ in ‘an open mercedes’. At a ﬁrst glance the rich have lavish vehicles and more
sophisticated clothing, but a second look suggests otherwise. The colours ‘red’ and
‘yellow’ are bright primary colours whereas the linen suit is usually white and a mer-
cedes is often associated with silver. In comparison the colours used to describe the
rich are more subdued than the colours used to describe the poor. Perhaps Lawrence
Ferlinghetti is subtly suggesting the poor led more vibrant lives, hence giving them
the upper-hand . . . (AQA 2008a)
The example reﬂects a tripartite structure, often described by teachers of literary stud-
ies in the UK as ‘point–evidence–explain’ or ‘point–evidence–analyse’, also rendered
as the acronyms PEE (AQA. 2008b) or PEA, respectively, to support behaviourist
(Illeris 2008, 31) recollection of the formula on the part of pupils as they write inde-
pendently in silent examination conditions. The convention demonstrates visually
and sequentially the dual nature of writing within speciﬁc genres and to allocated
purposes posited by Bereiter and Scardamalia (1993, 159), who identify activation of
‘content knowledge’ and ‘discourse knowledge’ as essential and different aspects of
the writing process. The details extracted from the Ferlinghetti poem under discussion
and presented as quotation provide ‘content’ – what the given paragraph is ‘about’ –
sometimes marked spatially by use of inset and/or empty lines either side of the quo-
tation, or graphologically (as in this case) through use of quotation marks. It is no
coincidence that teachers present the PEA formula via the analogy of a sandwich,
indeed some term it ‘the burger method’. The quotation, ﬁguratively and visually, is
the stuff inside, the ﬁlling. Once inserted between an introductory ‘point’ and subse-
quent explanatory/analytical comment, the quotation becomes an element of a unique
form with dedicated purpose. There is, of course, some ﬂexibility with the formula as
the above instance suggests: this pupil is able to embed quotations within the ‘point’
(which extends across the ﬁrst two sentences), and then to present evidence of greater
speciﬁcity in the third. The ﬁnal two sentences perform analysis. Nevertheless, these
examples conﬁrm a genre in which initiating statements and observations about the
text, as well as elaborating discussion, are distinct from the repeated textual details as
a consequence of the modality of writing to the conventions of a literary essay. Quo-
tation in writing, then, has no function of its own beyond representing a selected
extract from the source text: and even where extracted details are juxtaposed they
require additional comment to convey analysis. Quoted details alone cannot convey
the motive for selection or analysis: these actions are conducted in other, distinct
units of text in which the quotation is embedded.
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1.6. The stimulus poem as performance
The poem heard by the pupils was Men Talk (Rap), by Scottish poet Liz Lochhead
(Lochhead 1985). The performance is presented here as a CA transcription, with
Lochhead’s pauses shown as individual turns. Audience turns are also shown:
Extract 1
1 Lochhead Wo:men
2 (0.5)
3 > rabbit rabbit rabbit < women ta:ttle and titter
4 (.)
5 .h women pr⁄attle women wafﬂe and witter
6 (0.7)
7 .hh↑me::n talk:
8 (0.5)
9 .hh°↑me::n talk:°
10 (0.7)
11 >wo↑men< into girl talk! about women’s trouble
12 (.)
13 .hhtri:::via:ansmall talk they yap and they babble
14 (.)
15 .hhh ↓me::n talk::
16 (0.5)
17 me::n talk:: wiiii↑men ↑↑>gossip women giggle women
↑>niggle,niggle,niggle!<<
18 (.)
19 men talk:.
20 (0.2)
21 women ↑↑yatter
22 (0.2)
23 women
24 (0.2)
25 ↑chatter
26 (0.2)
27 women ↑chew the fat
28 (0.2)
29 women spill: the ↓beans .hhh wo↑men aint been takin
the↑↑>ohsogood advice .hh in<
30 (.)
31 ↓them womEN’S MAGAZINES::
32 (0.5)
33 .hh a man
34 (.)
35 ↓likes::
36 (.)
37 a
38 (.)
39 GOOD::
40 (.)
41 LISTENER:..hhh oh yeah .hh i ↑>like a woman who likes
me enough >not to nitpick not to nag<
42 (0.3)
43 .hh ↑and not: to ↑INterrupt cos: i >↑call that
treason<
(Continued)
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44 (.)
45 .hhh a ↓woman with ↑the
46 (.)
47 >ggood grace to be struck dumb
48 (0.5)
49 .hh by mah:::: ↑sweet reason .hh yeehhhremember
50 (1.0)
51 ((swallowing noise))=
52 Audience =((cough))
53 Lochhead = A
54 (.)
55 MAN
56 (.)
57 LIKES
58 (.)
59 A
60 (.)
61 GOOD::
62 (.)
63 LISTENER
64 (0.2)
65 YES A ↑REAL MAN
66 (0.5)
67 LIKES A
68 (.)
69 REAL
70 (.)
71 GOOD:
72 (.)
73 LISTENER =
74 Audience =((laughs))
75 Lochhead =↑women >yapyapyap:< .hhh ↑verbal >di↑arrhoea is a
↑female dis:ea::se.
76 woman she spread cheap rumours aroun:d. she like
77 (.)
78 phil↑a
79 (.)
80 delph↑ia cream: CH:eese:
82 (.)
83 .hh OH
84 (0.1)
85 >bossy women gossip and gir:lish women giggle
86 (.)
87 women ↑>natter, women nag .hhh wo↑men>
niggleNIGGLENIGGLE<<
88 (0.2)
89 .hh ↓men talk::.
90 (.)
91 men ↑think ﬁrst
92 (0.2)
93 speak later
94 (0.2)
95 °oh yeah°
96 ((swallow))
97 (0.5)
98 men: talk::=
99 Audience =((laughs))
100 xxxxxxxXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXXxxxxxxxx
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On a semantic level, whether read in print or heard aloud, the poem attributes certain
actions – or rather, ways of talking – to each gender by using a range of verbs (e.g.
talk, nag, chatter, niggle), some of which may be perceived as evaluative and deroga-
tory. Given the inevitability of any performing voice being gendered, listeners to a
voiced performance may respond not only to these semantic features, but may also
attribute meaning to patterns or variations of intonation, volume, pace and emphasis
manifest in each unique oral presentation. Indeed, it may be the case that performers
manipulate these to elicit different emotional responses or intellectual value judge-
ments, with varying degrees of self-consciousness or intent. Clearly, too, each ‘live’
performance is unique, as is each distinct recorded performance, each version a pre-
sentation of what is ostensibly and abstractly the same (Preminger and Brogan 1993,
939–40) – the given poem, as it might be on the page – but which are, in fact, in the
oral mode, any number of texts which may have signiﬁcant differences.
1.7. The meaning potential of the heard poem
The performance by the poet’s author, Liz Lochhead, is uttered in a Scottish accent,
the text demonstrating frequent ﬂuctuation of emphasis, shifts between extremes of
volume, and manipulation of speed. In utterances of the repeated two-word unit
‘men talk’ (7, 9), intonation usually rises markedly on ‘men’ and falls on ‘talk’.
The fall on its own would not be marked, but becomes very apparent following a
marked rise. The salience of this difference is made the greater in instances where a
brief pause creates a tension or counterpoint between the two words. My own inter-
pretation of this relationship between the two is that the rising ‘men’ builds sus-
pense, especially with the pause, drawing attention as a magician might to a trick.
It is as if the men are saying ‘Look at us, look at what we can do!’ The elongated
vowel, the ‘e’ in ‘men’, further suggests this attention-seeking, peacock ﬂourish.
I interpret what follows as an indication of men’s claim to composure (also sug-
gested in the lowering of volume), steadiness and pragmatism, although because a
female voice utters the word this seems gently mocking and ironic. It is not the
intonation alone, or even the gender of the voice, however, that gives rise to this
possible interpretation, but the juxtaposition of the marked rise and then fall around
what is usually a marked pause. The transcript details lengthy (and possibly deliber-
ate?) pauses (6, 8) prior to the ‘men talk’ unit, so that the unit is marked not only
internally, but also to make it discrete from the rest of the text.
This performance uses a notable range of volume, the movement between
extremes seemingly a device to suggest emotion, often in combination with varying
intonation; for example, some play with the two elements conveys emotion con-
cerning a man’s irritation at the prospect of being interrupted by a woman (‘not to
interrupt’, 43). Volume seems to indicate the man’s certainty of his own rectitude.
Indeed, these shifts of intonation provide cues to the listener to work out which per-
spective and voice is dominant at any one point: sometimes the performer is repre-
senting a male utterance (but in doing so can render the representation ironic),
sometimes she is rendering a male voice rendering a female utterance, and some-
times she is rendering a female utterance. Sometimes these also infer a third person,
which can never be transparent or objective given that the performing voice is gen-
dered itself and thus embodies a position. These layers of representation, and het-
eroglossia (Bakhtin 1998, 263, 428), are apparent in the instance of ‘singing’ in this
performance, where there is an exaggerated increase in speed and rise in tone. In
addition, the variation of intonation around the phrase ‘men talk’ demonstrates
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Meyer’s (1956) law of ‘return’ while also avoiding ’saturation’, while the late pause
and drop in tone reﬂect ‘poetic closure’ (Herrnstein-Smith 1968, 36).
2. Results and discussion
Each episode presented below is drawn from a single sequence of talk-
in-interaction. They share the common feature that participants use echo, although
to perform various actions.
2.1. Episode 1: doing echo
This episode provides a clear example of a pupil using echo as an action, and doing
so in a manner that appears to correlate with the function of quotation in print.
Extract 2
1 Teacher apparently someone said that poet’s saying lots of goo:d
things about men. is that [true?=
2 ??? [((sreally wrong))
3 Luke = absolutely =
4 Joe = not really a lot =
5 Mark = well he hardly said a:nything about men =
6 Teacher = is that positive? =
7 Luke = he said three things about men (.) he said men TALK=
8 Joe? = yeah =
9 Luke =men li:ke good listeners (.) .hhh and rea:lly goo:d
me:n like rea:lly good listene:rs=
10 Teacher = [hmm
11 ??? [uhuh[huh
12 Mark [and the thi:ng is men think before they ta:lk=
13 ??? = [as well
14 Teacher [↑ahhhah, that’s quite positive i:sn’t it? (1.0) yes
Joe?
Luke (7) provides a statement about the voice of the poem, observing that ‘he said’
[sic], the phrase prefacing an echo of both the words and the differentiated empha-
sis of the previously heard recording. In his ‘men TALK’ he mimics no utterance
by Lochhead exactly, but replicates marking of the second word through volume
and emphasis. He also chooses to accentuate particular words conveying animation
or commitment to the point to be made (‘he said three things about men’). In the
remainder, Luke echoes what he has heard in Lochhead’s voicing of the poem (lines
53–73, contracted here):
= A (.) MAN (.) LIKES (.) A (.) GOOD:: (.) LISTENER (0.2) YES A
↑REAL MAN (0.5) LIKES A (.) REAL (.) GOOD: (.) LISTENER =
This is not quotation in conventional lexical terms (i.e. it is not word-for-word replica-
tion), and although it is echo neither is the replication of emphasis, volume and into-
nation exact. As the clarity and volume of natural echoes diminish, so do the lexical
and auditory features of these utterances relative to the source. Here the singular
nouns ‘man’ and ‘listener’ become plurals, with ‘likes’ accordingly adjusted to ‘like’
for agreement. ‘Real’ accrues intensiﬁcation as ‘really’, although the notion of a ‘real
man’ conveyed in the source may be lost unless we allow that Luke’s approximation
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of ‘really good men’ affords the macho connotations of the former. Crucially,
although the patterning of this echo is not an exact match of the original recording,
once more a sensitivity to differentiated emphasis is apparent. Here the salience
attached by Lochhead to ‘↑REAL MAN’ (through rising intonation and volume) and
‘REAL (.) GOOD: (.) LIS’TENER (the same means, with the addition of mannered
pausing) is subject to parallel marking by Luke if by slightly differing means. She
marks the extract through increasing volume, creating a staccato effect through
pauses, and placing marked emphases on ‘REAL’ and ‘GOOD:’. It is further marked
by contrast with the rest of the performance: volume here is greater than at any other
point, the item set apart to begin with by a pause on Lochhead’s part (50, 51) and an
anticipatory cough (52) from the audience before she resumes. Luke’s ability to recall
this extract could be tied to its ‘markedness’ within performance as a sequence of
sounds, related to the factors of volume, emphasis and intonation employed by Loch-
head: they act as mnemonic devices (see Ong 1982, 61–68 on ‘oral memorization’).
His rendering ‘rea:lly goo:d me:n like rea:lly good listene:rs’ suggests he is sensi-
tive to the pronounced emphasis placed upon ‘REAL’ by Lochhead, although instead
of making it salient through volume he chooses to signal its importance through rising
intonation. This rising tone contrasts with the slightly falling tone he uses on ‘me:n’
and ‘goo:d’, adding to the sense that after the ﬁrst item ‘men TALK’, he is using the
rising intonation to draw attention to salient items two and three of the ‘three things’
said about men in total. I infer from this that the most important thing for Luke is not
to accurately reﬂect Lochhead’s intonation – although some inﬂuence can be surmised
– but that the key thing for him is to signal the details he is able to recall: his contribu-
tion is tied to the cognitive acts of recollection and selection.
What do participants understand Luke’s echo to be doing? Attention to the sur-
rounding interaction suggests that Luke is able to recall these items readily, and shows
that he is impelled to share them urgently (notice the latching between turns 6 and 7)
so early in the discussion. The contribution does not provide a direct response to the
teacher’s question (turn 6 – ‘is that positive?’) in the choice of phrase, although it is
evaluated as relevant with the teacher’s encouraging and afﬁrming continuer ‘hmm’
(10), perhaps suggesting it is understood as conﬁrmation of something ‘positive’ (6)
about men. This possibility is corroborated by the overlapping turns 11 and 12, the
ﬁrst presenting overt conﬁrmation of some aspect of Luke’s echo (whether it is the rel-
ative accuracy of the echo or conﬁrmation of three items as the correct quantity is
unclear), and Mark’s turn (‘well he hardly said a:nything about men’) offering gloss
or elaboration. This cumulative intersubjective position is afﬁrmed by the teacher (14)
with a rhetorical question that also serves both as an evaluation and a signal that a
cycle initiated with her question in turn 6 has come to an end, a point further empha-
sised with a pause, and the fact that she continues with a new initiation. The relevance
and appropriateness of Luke’s use of echo, then, is accepted.
But why his urgency to recount it? Perhaps there is a pleasure derived by him sim-
ply in displaying that he can recall it: certainly my own initial impressions included
surprise that he could recall the sequence so accurately after only two hearings of a
text unseen in print, and that to have done so was worthy of note. In terms of action,
then this echo does more than just reprise, it perhaps has a function in interaction of
display or performance. There may be a further pleasure derived by Luke in utterance
itself: in using intonation and emphasis that differs from that of ‘mundane conversa-
tion’ (Hutchby and Woofﬁtt1998, 47,148) he seems to enjoy a physiological pleasure
in the sheer energy of his turn, also corroborated by his bodily movement (leaning
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forward as he speaks); but also a status conferred by becoming – for a moment – the
performing voice himself, prompting animated response from his listeners (turns A10,
A11 and A12). In this respect, then, there may be an action related to entertaining oth-
ers, but also one of self-interest, a reﬂexive motive.
The impetus may also be collaborative: Luke may also offer the echo to support
the development of the discussion, and this could be another explanation for the
teacher’s apparent positive evaluation (10). Coming after Mark’s intensiﬁed asser-
tion that the poem’s voice said ‘hardly said a:nything about men’ (5) and then the
teacher’s question (6), Luke’s contribution could be interpreted as disagreeing with
Mark, if his emphasis ‘three things’ is understood to mean ‘well actually he said
three things, which is more than hardly anything’. Conversely, it could be a sophis-
ticated contribution acknowledging both Mark’s statement and the question of the
teacher, as if to say ‘I’d agree it says hardly anything, only three things in fact, and
I can provide them for you here to show how they are also somehow positive
because good is used three times’. Of course, this interpretation is tentative, but if
one asks the question why this contribution here, why now, we must wonder why
Luke selects this part of the poem to echo at this moment, and to what ends? Even
if we cannot attribute a speciﬁc meaning to Luke’s selection of textual detail here,
the action of his utterance is not merely to repeat: it is methodic, it also acts to
present this particular detail as relevant to the sequence of interaction, and is under-
stood as such by participants. At the very least, then, the use of echo is more than
repetition: it is also to say ‘at this point it is useful to attend to some textual detail
to support our shared reﬂection’. He is clearly accepting of the pedagogic focus,
perhaps also an actor is its maintenance and development.
2.2. Episode 2: echo as methodic demonstration
In this episode it is Mark (23, 25) who provides echoes of the heard text. To under-
stand what that echo does, it is worth considering the preceding sequence, initiated
with Joe’s formulation (16) that the voice of the poem considers men boring.
Extract 3
1 Joe =we:ll(0.2)theyyerrbasicallysayingmenareborrri:ng=
2 Mark =PFFYEAHH! =
3 Joe =Men just talk=
4 Ben =.men DO: ju:st ta:lk. . .
5 Joe They’re li:ke men just ta:lk about no:thing in parti[cular.
6 Graham
and ???
[hhcchiccuhnff!
7 ??? and then =
8 Mark = Mme:n ta:lk =
9 Teacher = George?
10 Mark Mme:n ta:lk
(Continued)
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11 George Oh well in a wayyy (0:2) whoe:ver it is wrote the um (.)
poem is being er-kind of negative about men (.) cos
they ’re saying (.) wo:men a:re >talkative< and men are
boring.
12 Teacher That’s ri:ght, does that-this is a compl↑etely
different perspective then i:sn’t it, you’ve kind of
moved on=
13 Ben =That’s going into a woman’s ((role)), they’re saying
good things (.) they’re say:ing women’re really (.) like
(.) GOOD and interesting and men are jus-(.)↑boring,
they don’t talk=
Mark seems to infer a transition-relevant place (TRP; Sacks, Schegloff and Jeffer-
son 1978, 12) and offers a strange vocalisation (2), although Joe repairs (ten Have
2007, 133) with continuation, a paraphrase (not echo) of the poem: ‘men just talk’.
Mark’s utterance could be interpreted in different ways. In its emphatic character,
volume and in the nature of the sound emitted it conveys disagreement, annoyance
or disapproval. This could be a rejection of Joe’s formulation, although it is possi-
ble too to interpret it as an upgrading of Joe’s contribution as if to say ‘yes it does
say that, what rubbish!’. Nothing in Joe’s next turn suggests he considers Mark’s
turn disafﬁliative (Seedhouse 2004, 25) as it goes unnoticed aside from repair such
that Joe completes what he may perceive as a ‘turn constructional unit’ (TCU;
Sacks, Scheglogg and Jefferson 1978, 12). However, it may be the case that the tea-
cher does ﬁnd Mark’s turn is sanctionable: at his next turn (8), an echo of a phrase
from the poem, it appears she has decided ‘no more invitations for him’ (Seedhouse
2004, 25), in that her action is to invite a contribution from another pupil directly,
George. Across the turns in between, Ben (4) appears to recognise a TRP and takes
opportunity to conﬁrm and upgrade Joe’s remark, though there may be something
different happening: where Joe paraphrases the poem, Ben seems to be making a
statement about the actual world, apparent in his emphatic utterance of ‘DO’. In
Joe’s next turn, he continues to summarise the perspective of the poem, ‘they’re like
. . .’ to signal the position of the poem’s voice. The overlapping turn from Graham
and a second pupil, a sort of nasal guffaw, suggests at that moment an action simi-
lar to that of Mark (2): they are not expressing a position disafﬁliate to that of Joe,
but recognising the heteroglossic (Bakhtin 1998) nature of his utterance, responding
as if he is presenting an assertion found in the poem, not his own view. An uniden-
tiﬁed participant then offers ‘and then’ (7) – perhaps Joe in repair of his previous
turn (5).
In a logical response to this, insofar as a new TRP is recognised, Mark offers
his echo (8) of the heard poem with his contribution ‘= Mme:n ta:lk’. Given the
relative speed with which this is offered – latched to the previous turn and pro-
vided once Joe has reached what might be understood by Mark as a TRP – this
could be viewed as a methodic sequitur to Joe’s observation that the poem asserts
that men ‘talk about nothing in particular’. There is no other turn to which Mark
is evidently responding, no other turn which elicits an echo of the poem. Yet pre-
cisely because Mark parallels the differentiated emphasis of the poem it is clear
he is not making a general observation about men. Instead, it seems this deliber-
ate echo at this moment is not merely an echo, but deployed to act as a demon-
stration of Joe’s observation, as if to say ‘here is evidence in support of Joe’s
point found in the poem’.
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Whether or not this is so, the next turn, a question from the teacher (9) to
another pupil, indicates that the echo, whatever its function, is not noticed in any
positive way; indeed, the action of questioning another pupil could be construed as
a negative evaluation of Mark’s turn. At the same time the teacher recognises a
TRP at which she can ask her question, indicating she attributes some level of com-
pletion to Mark’s utterance. Mark, however, seems impelled to complete a lengthier
TCU, and engages in repair, not accepting the TRP but instead continuing to echo
the poem. So, there is a problem around the echo in that Mark’s articulation of the
TCU is not consistent with the teacher’s understanding of it at this moment. Schegl-
off has noted that understandings of TCUs are both emic and relative:
What can we say TCUs have in common, aside from intonation (if that) and possible
completion? The key may be that they are productions whose status as complete turns
testiﬁes to their adequacy as units for the participants, units which are addressable
with the generic issue for practical actors. (Schegloff and Sacks, 1973: 299).
‘why that now?’ Overwhelmingly this issue is grounded for practical actors as parties
to interaction by some version of the action(s) the unit is doing. (Schegloff 1996,
111–2)
On one hand, Mark’s interjection in the sequence could fall into that category of
‘short turns that might be considered interjections or quips’ (McKellin et al. 2007,
19). However, it may function to demonstrate the prior comments of Joe (1, 3, 5)
and Ben (4) which paraphrase and remark on the recorded text without citing
details. It may be that Mark is listening very carefully to what is being said, and
that his comment is in fact part of an adjacency pair with Joe’s turn (5), two turns
combining to echo ‘men talk men talk’ in conﬁrmation of the mundanity of male
talk about ‘nothing in particular’ under the imperative to repair the TCU. This
would demonstrate ‘orderliness’ (Schegloff and Sacks 1973, 290) and conﬁrm
Sacks’ notion of ‘order at all points’ (Hutchby and Woofﬁtt 1998, 17–24).
On this occasion, the echo is complete in lexis but once again differs from the
source in its patterning, although it does parallel differentiated emphasis. Mark rep-
licates the falling intonation given by Lochhead when he says ‘mme:n ta:lk’, but
also the pause. In the case of Mark’s utterance there is not a point of silence, how-
ever: he supplies each part of the unit either side of the teacher’s question to
another pupil, George (8). I believe it is signiﬁcant that he does mimic the unit (that
is, four words with recognisable patterning), and that he mimics it almost com-
pletely: it suggests that he perceives the item as having meaning only in its entirety,
that its completeness is what makes it salient and worthy of repetition.
This further suggests his contribution could be considered ‘methodic’ (Hutchby
and Woofﬁtt 1998, 20), not random as ﬁrst impressions might give us to believe.
For Mark, this second turn is his opportunity to complete the TCU: and in doing
so, to tacitly assert the function of this action as one of demonstration. This inter-
pretation is consistent with the view that it is ‘action potential for participants’ (ten
Have 2007, 129) that deﬁnes each TCU rather than objective and consistent criteria.
Mark understands the action potential of his contribution primarily to be one of
demonstration, whereas the teacher interpreted a complete TCU at the ﬁrst turn,
regarding it perhaps as a quip, possibly as disaﬁlliative and of little topical
relevance. Indeed, it seems his utterance is tactically ignored (Rogers 1990, 47–51)
and is perceived as subversive, that it offers ‘little content and limited conceptual
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elaboration consistent with instructional goals’ (McKellin et al. 2007, 19). She does
not accept Mark’s turn as demonstration.
Of note here, too, is the fact that George does not respond to Mark’s turn
overtly, although his use of the mitigating ‘oh well’ may convey some embarrass-
ment at being complicit with the teacher in providing a preferred second part in an
adjacency pair with her question (8), overriding Mark’s contribution. The orienta-
tion to the norm conﬁrms the perceived deviancy of Mark’s contribution, as does
the enthusiastic evaluation of George’s comment by the teacher, turns 9, 11 and 12
forming a classic Initiate–Respond–Evaluate (IRE; Seedhouse 2004, 58–59)
sequence, with Ben ﬁnally conﬁrming the point in his own summative formulation.
2.3. Episode 3: echo, intonation and action
The ‘men talk’ unit repeated by Mark in episode 2 is central to the discussions
rendered here:
Extract 4
1 Luke =sh-she doesn’t put AAAA:nything in it
2 Teacher it says (.) me:n ta:lk=
3 ??? =yea:h [ bu
4 ??? [ME:N
5 Luke (but tha’s just it)
6 ??? but >she just says that< men [ta:lk
7 Joe [Men (.) ta:lk=
8 ??? = [(y eah)
9 Luke [no, nunununununoh, she=
10 ??? =but she just says they talk=
11 Luke =women >rabbit rabbit rabbit< (.) whatever=
12 Ben =yeah but she does it like exactly (how she) describes
men in a [sentence (0.5) they talk
13 ??? [errhurhurhurhur-men ta:lk
14 ??? no but sh-she (.) she she
15 Mark = but it’s all about ta:lking=
16 Teacher = can we (0.2) listen to listen to the person who’s
talking (.) hnmm?
Notions of boringness and dullness come to be attached to the words ‘men talk’
when the teacher responds to Luke’s formulation that ‘sh-she doesn’t put AAAA:
nything in it’ (1) with this turn: ‘it says (.) me:n ta:lk’ (2). That the teacher echoes
the heard poem is foregrounded with the phrase ‘it says’ and a pause, a construction
that has parallel conventions in introducing quotations and marking them as sepa-
rate spatially and visually. As repetition of another text, a decontextualised echo
could be neutral and free of evaluative potential. However, this echo comes in
sequence and replicates, however imperfectly, Lochhead’s falling intonation on ‘ta:
lk’. It would seem the teacher has done so deliberately and skilfully with pedagogic
intent (in a manner akin to an interviewer’s controversial formulation intended to
provoke an unequivocal response: Hutchby and Woofﬁtt 1998, 153), because this
diminished echo provokes great animation from the boys, with several wishing to
speak at once. The following latched turn pre-empts repair with the mitigating and
partial ‘yeah but’. Under other circumstances this might be a dispreferred (Pomer-
antz 1984) response, but in this case it may be the preferred response if the action
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of the teacher’s utterance is to stimulate response of whatever sort. This hypothesis
is supported in the fact that the teacher does not attempt to regain the ﬂoor for
some duration, and when she does it is as a sanction (16) to Mark, for interjecting
at – to her mind – an inappropriate juncture. The speaker of turn 4 recognises a
TRP after ‘yeah’ and overlaps with the prior speaker, offering ‘ME:N’.
The emphatic nature of this utterance suggests it is offered in repair of the tea-
cher’s echo, a correction of the intonation to more correctly replicate the intonation
of the word in the source poem. Again, under normal circumstances this might be a
dispreferred action, but if the teacher’s pedagogic intent is accepted it is instead pre-
ferred. Unlike the teacher, the pupil does not provide an introductory phrase such
as ‘it says’: instead, they move to direct echoing of the source text. What action
does this echo perform, or is it understood to perform? It must be more that repeti-
tion for repetition’s sake: there is no invitation to recall details from the poem.
Given the teacher’s statement (2) it could be construed as conveying this meaning:
‘yes, I agree it says “men talk” but it does so with this intonation’. In this respect it
acts as an upgrade of the teacher’s comment. Simultaneously, it may also convey
this meaning: ‘here is the evidence from the poem to prove there is different intona-
tion to that which you have indicated’. It thus has a dual function, repairing the
prior turn and presenting textual detail to support a speciﬁc observation. The next
turn (5) makes this seem likely: Luke seems to offer ‘but tha’s just it’, a form of
agreement that turn 4 functions as an observation on the nature of the utterance
rather than just a repetition of a detail from the heard poem. The sequence of turns
allows the interpretation that the apparent action of echoing the poem can do some-
thing more, dependent on context and the relationship of the echo to prior turns.
Furthermore, the use echo can be elliptical, conveying meanings such as ‘here is
the evidence to support my point’. Subtle orientations to the data from the heard
poems can be conveyed in the use of intonation and emphasis relative to prior
deployment of echoes, and are understood to do so by some participants. That Joe
echoes the intonation of the source most fully (although not as a two-part unit like
Mark) corroborates this proposition. It is taken as the deﬁnitive echo. Thereafter
there is little beneﬁt in offering further echoes, and discussion resorts to new
resources and functions, such as introducing a new echo (turn 11, concurrently an
invitation), explanatory comment (turn 12) and text-level glossing (15).
3. Conclusions
The article combines etic and emic approaches to develop understanding of the
function of the echo in these episodes of classroom interaction. The analysis of the
heard poem through CA is primarily etic in my attribution of meaning potential to
the text in isolation. The study becomes emic only when the heard text is consid-
ered as a common point of reference for interaction, and once attention is paid to
how participants echo the poem in interaction, to what actions their use of echo per-
forms or is understood to perform.
Each episode conﬁrms that echo occurs: pupils repeat words and phrases in their
own discussion. Sometimes they preface this repetition with a phrase that conﬁrms
the act of repetition (see episode 1: ‘he said’), although the repetition may be
inexact. Episode 1 conﬁrms echo as normative practice in this sort of interaction:
participants accept its use. On the one hand, it has a function for the speaker, it
seems a source of pleasure, although the pleasure is one of display, of performance,
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assuming an audience that may be entertained. The use of echo here is also metho-
dic. It conveys a position relative to the preceding turns. Whether or not this is
immediately afﬁliative, it also presents information for shared reﬂection and is
understood as afﬁliative to the pedagogic focus, and may serve to support continu-
ity. In episode 2, Mark’s use of the echo seems to be understood as a challenge to
continuity, although attention to interaction and intonation suggest the use of the
echo is methodic and constructive. It appears to be used to demonstrate or corrobo-
rate the observation of another participant, and thus entails selection by the speaker
of detail according to perceived relevance. Furthermore, his perception of the ech-
oed parts as a complete and coherent single unit, corroborating the observation in
their own internal repetition and imitated intonation, could offer insight to how
Mark makes meaning of the heard poem. That he treats this echo as a complete
TCU suggests he perceives meaning at a level beyond that of individual words or
of semantics (as an adjacency pair, perhaps?). Although we cannot know what
import is intended by Mark, we can see that his use of echo at this point is a moti-
vated action, and infer that he assumes his reasons for making this action now – an
echo without elaborating comment – will be understood by others. Episode 3 shows
echo deployed in several ways, the speciﬁc action dependent on its relationship
with other turns in the sequence of interaction and on manipulation of intonation. It
appears to be used ﬁrst as a deliberate pedagogic strategy, while pupils’ responses
variously act to conﬁrm, upgrade or repair prior turns, often through nuances in
sound. They present salient evidence and concurrent elliptical analysis.
In its representation of intonation, volume and pace in the mode of print, CA
affords close attention to individual poems as audio texts for analytic purposes. In
addition, in its capacity for the representation of talk-in-interaction, it is well suited to
rendering in printed form the collaborative responses made by children to poems in
the situated, social and public contexts of classrooms. These two possibilities demon-
strate its appropriateness for scrutinising pupils’ responses to poetry in classroom set-
tings, acknowledging the collective nature of public response in a manner that
existing studies of response to poetry do not aim to explore (e.g. Tsur 1992, 2006a,
2006b; Tsur, Glicksohn, and Goodblatt 1991; Stockwell 2002; Carminati et al. 2006),
that CA studies have not previously considered, and that affords interpretation to com-
plement studies in the domain of pedagogy and classroom interaction (e.g. Sage
2000; Mercer and Hodgkinson 2008). In the area of English education, in consider-
ation of literature and speciﬁcally with regard to classroom engagement with poetry,
such an approach provides a means to investigate a long-standing omission. Through
scrutiny of empirical data it can add to considerations of responses to poetry on the
printed page (e.g. Britton 1983; Benton, M. et al. 1988; Benton, P. 1986; Dymoke
2003), and to informed although often anecdotal commentary concerning how best to
foster pupils’ responses to heard poetry in the classroom (e.g. O’Brien 1985; Hayhoe
and Parker 1988). In its match of a verbally oriented method to the oral mode of
poetry, a conversation analytic mentality has much potential to inform an area of
poetry pedagogy hitherto little troubled by the ﬁndings of empirical research.
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Appendix
Transcription glossary
CA transcripts and associated commentaries relate to the following transcription glossary
(Hutchby and Woofﬁtt 1998, vi–vii):
(0.5) The number in brackets indicates a time gap in tenths of a second.
(.) A dot enclosed in a bracket indicates a pause in the talk of less than
two-tenths of a second.
= The ‘equals’ sign indicates ‘latching’ between utterances.
[ ] Square brackets between adjacent lines of concurrent speech indicate the onset
and end of a spate of over-lapping talk.
.hh A dot before an ‘h’ indicates speaker in-breath. The more h’s, the longer the in
breath.
hh An ‘h’ indicates an out-breath. The more h’s, the longer the breath.
(( )) A description enclosed in a double bracket indicates a non-verbal activity. For
example ((banging sound)). Alternatively double brackets may enclose the
transcriber’s comments on contextual or other features.
- A dash indicates the sharp cut-off of the prior word or sound.
: Colons indicate the speaker has stretched the preceding sound or letter. The
more colons the greater the extent of the stretching.
! Exclamation marks are used to indicate an animated or emphatic tone.
( ) Empty parentheses indicate the presence of an unclear fragment on the tape.
(guess) The words within a single bracket indicate the transcriber’s best guess at an
unclear utterance.
. A full stop indicates a stopping fall in tone. It does not necessarily indicate the
end of a sentence.
, A comma indicates ‘continuing’ intonation.
? A question mark indicates a rising inﬂection. It does not necessarily indicate a
question.
⁄ An asterisk indicates a ‘croaky’ pronunciation of the immediately following
section.
↑↓ Pointed arrows indicate a marked falling or rising intonational shift. They are
placed immediately before the onset of the shift.
a: Less marked falls in pitch can be indicated by using underlining immediately
preceding a colon.
a: Less marked rises in pitch can be indicated by using a colon which is itself
underlined
under Underlined fragments indicate speaker emphasis.
CAPITALS Words in capitals mark a section of speech noticeably louder than that
surrounding it.
°° Degree signs are used to indicate that the talk they encompass is spoken
noticeably quieter than the surrounding talk.
Thaght A ‘gh’ indicates that the word in which it is placed had a guttural
pronunciation.
> < ‘More than’ and ‘less than’ signs indicate that the talk they encompass was
produced noticeably quicker than the surrounding talk.
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